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OFFICIAL BALLOT 


County of Santa Clara 


8 . CRIMINAL JUSTICE. Amends Constitution and enacts statutes con¬ 
cerning procedures, sentencing, and release of accused and convicted 
persons and regarding victims. Fiscal impact: Major state and local 
costs which cannot be predicted with any degree of certainty. 


9 WATER FACILITIES INCLUDING PERIPHERAL CANAL. "Yes" vote 
approves, “No” vote rejects, a law designating additional Central Val¬ 
ley Project water facilities. Fiscal impact: Linder present policies, no 
increase in state taxes or reduction in funds for other state programs re¬ 
quired. Potential construction costs at 1981 prices are in excess of S3.1 billion 
plus unknown additional costs to be financed by increased user charges. 


REAPPORTIONMENT. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS. “Yes” 
a vote a PP r0Ves ’ “No” vote rejects, statute enacted by 1981 Leg- 
I islature adopting boundaries for 45 Congressional Districts. Fis¬ 
cal impact: If approved, no state or local costs. If rejected. State 
costs of $250,000 and county costs of $350,000. 


REAPPORTIONMENT. SENATE DISTRICTS. "Yes” vote ap- 
T *1 proves, "No" vote rejects, statute enacted by 1981 Legislature 
B I revising boundaries of 40 Senate districts. Fiscal impact: If ap¬ 
proved, no state or local costs. If rejected, state costs of $370,000 
and county costs of $500,000. 


REAPPORTIONMENT. ASSEMBLY DISTRICTS. “Yes" vote 
T approves, “No" vote rejects, statute enacted by 1981 Legislature 
I ifc revising boundaries of 80 Assembly districts. Fiscal impact: If 
approved, no state or local costs. If rejected, state costs of $400,000 
and county costs of $650,000. 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT MEASURE 


A CONTINUED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT FOR FLOOD CONTROL 
SERVICES. Shall the Santa Clara Valley Water District continue ben¬ 
efit assessments to maintain existing works and provide flood protec- 


CITY OF SAN JOSE MEASURES 


June 8,1982 


B CHARTER AMENDMENT—BID REQUIREMENTS. 

Amends Section 1217 of the San 3ose Charter—bid requirements—as 
follows: Deletes mandatory bidders’ security requirements and makes [ 
such security requirements an optional requirement of City. - NO 


CHARTER AMENDMENT—PARKS. 

Amends Section 1700 of the San Jose Charter, as follows: Allows the 
City Council, without a vote of the electors, to lease portions of public 
parks orbuildings or structures therein, for a term of three (3) years 
or less where the park is less than (15) fifteen acres in size, or for 
terms of thirty (30) years or less where the park is fifteen (15) acres in 
size or larger in area. 


























COUNTY COUNSEL’S ANALYSIS OF MEASURE A 

General Analysis 

A “YES” vote on this measure would authorize the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District to continue the present procedure ot levying benefit assessments to 
provide flood control services within the five (5) flood control zones of the district. 

A “NO" vote on this measure is a vote to discontinue such benefit assessments. 

Detailed Analysis 

Pursuant to state law enacted in 1979, districts having flood control responsibility 
are authorized to levy assessments on real property, based on the estimated 
benefits of flood control services to that property. State law specifically authorizes 
those benefits to be measured by proportionate shares of stormwater runoff from 
each parcel. < 

Under that authorization, the Santa Clara Valley Water District by resolution 
established and levied a benefit assessment on real property in the five (5) flood i 

control zones of the district. Benefitsfrom flood control services were measured by 
the share of stormwater runoff; the assessments, therefore, varied with the use of 
the land and size of the property. The assessment for a single-family residential 
property of one-quarter acre or less is Eleven and 56/100 Dollars ($11.56) peryear. 

The district’s resolution adopting the assessments provides that they are collected 
as a separate item on the property tax bills, and that they cannot increase by more 
than two percent (2%) peryear. The resolution also orders the assessment program 
to expire in ten (10) years unless another election authorizes continuation. 

State law requires that within one year of the assessment levy, the question 
whetherf lood control districts shall be authorized to continue benefit assessments 
shall be placed before the voters of the affected zones of the district. I 

Accordingly, this measure seeks voter approval of the flood control benefit 
assessment program in the five (5) flood control zones. If approved, Measure A 
would authorize the Santa Clara Valley Water District to continue benefit assess¬ 
ments to provide flood control services in those zones, subject to the limitations of Jj 

the district’s resolution stated above. ( 

Selby Brown, Jr., County Counsel, County of Santa Clara j 

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE A j 

Over the years we have made an investment of over $150 million in our system of ; 

levees, channels, underground conduits and related flood control facilities. The . 

resulting protection to homes, farms, schools, streets, stores, factories and public t 

facilities benefits every citizen. The system cannot be abondoned and allowed to [ 

fail. Nor can we afford to ignore environmentally sound solutions to the significant 
flood problems which remain, solutions which will eliminate the need for flood j 

insurance premiums now being paid by many citizens. • ' 

The Flood Control Benefit Assessment you will be voting on continues the 
present program. Like other flood control agencies in the State which rely on j 

assessments, Santa Clara Valley Water District cannot maintain our system in a 
safe and effective condition without these funds, despite very substantial cost- j 

cutting, ■ 

According to law, the assessment apportions the cost of providing flood control . j 
services on the basis of the proportionate storm water runoff that each property i 

contributes to the flood control system. For 1 981-82, an average homeowner paid \ 

$11.56 for the year under this program. By comparison, the minimum annual flood l 

insurance premium on a single family residence is $140.00. I 

The District has put two important limits on the program; (1) the assessment j 

cannot be increased by more than 2% each year and (2) the program will expire in 
ten years unless again approved by the voters. 

The cost per household is small and the method is a reasonable one to insure j 

continued flood protection of life and property, completion of badly needed flood 


protection works, and an ability to respond to emergencies. We can save millions in 
damages and avoid needless suffering. Let’s learn from last winter’s experience of 
less fortunate counties and continue this vital program. 

We urge your YES vote on Measure A. 

Arthur T. Pfeiffer, Chairman, Board of Directors, Santa Clara Valley Water District 

John E. Neece, Executive Secretary, Santa Clara, San Benito and Santa Cruz 

Counties, Building and Construction Trades Council 

Barbara F. Winckler, Mayor, City of Monte Sereno 

Robert L. Escobar, Santa Clara County Planning Commissioner 

Ronald R. James, President and Chief Executive Officer, San Jose Chamber of 

Commerce 


REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE A 

The proponents of Measure A state that flood control facilities cannot be 
abandoned and allowed to fail. They do not tell you that the Flood Control District 
has money to maintain current facilities and the system will not be abandoned if 
Measure A is defeated. 

The proponents also make it sound as if you have a choice — pay your $11.56 
assessment or buy flood insurance. This is not the case. Some people will not need 
flood insurance in the future as new facilities are built, however, you will not be 
exempt from paying fort lood insurance just because you are paying an assessment. 

The District had a choice last year according to law. They could have first asked 
the voters if they wanted this assessment, or they could have implemented the 
assessment and then called for an election within a year. They chose the iatter — to 
have you pay first and then ask for your permission later. An affirmative vote will 
continue the present program — a program started last year when you were 
assessed without your vote on the issue! 

We urge a “NO” vote on Measure A. 

The undersigned author of the rebuttal argument against ballot Measure A at the 
Special District Election for the Santa Clara Valley Water District, to be held on 
Tuesday, June 8,1982, hereby state that such argument is true and correct to the 
best of his knowledge and belief. 

C.W. “Bud” Dunbar, President, Los Gatos-Saratoga Board of Realtors. 

ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE A 

Last November you had a new “tax" added to your property tax bill. It wasn’t 
called a tax — it was called a benefit assessment for flood control purposes. 

In 1979 a bill passed the State Legislature enabling flood control districts to levy 
this assessment based on the amount of storm water runoff from each parcel. The 
law states that within 12 months after the adoption of the assessment, an election 
must be held to see if the voters want the assessment to be continued. A simple 
majority is all that is needed to have the assessment continued. The. District is able, 
therefore, to avoid a provision of Proposition 13 which requires a two-third vote to 
approve new taxes. What is worse, even if Measure A fails, you will not receive a 
refund on the amount you have already paid. One of the reasons Proposition 13 
was enacted was to prevent transactions such as this. 

While there is a limit on the yearly increase of this assessment at two percent, if 
the voters approve Measure “A", ten years could pass before there will be another 
election on the subject. 

We therefore urge you to vote "NO" on Measure A. 

C.W. “Bud” Dunbar, President, Los Gatos-Saratoga Board of Realtors 
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REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT AGAINST 
BALLOT MEASURE A 

Do the sponsors of the “No" argument want to cripple the flood protection 
program in Santa Clara County? Their argument doesn't say that, but a No vote 
would have that affect. 

The Water District is asked constantly to give more maintenance in flood 
channels, not less. People from Gilroy to Palo Alto who suffered damage this 
January cantell you we need more protection, not less. This small assessment of 
less than $1 a month per home will provide the flood protection we need. 

The State Legislature set up this program as allowed by Proposition 13'because 
it became very obvious that critical flood control programs in the State just couldn’t 
function properly. 

But legislators agreed with the Prop. 13 idea that your property value should not 
be taxed. Instead, they said, that because everyone benefits from flood control 
services, the proper way to raise money for this vital program was to assess on the 
basis of how much water runs off your property. That's fair, and we agree. 

There are many viewpoints on just what services the people wanted eliminated. 
Flood protection is not one of them. 

We must not forget how terribly our neighbors in Santa Cruz and Marin Counties 
suffered this year from floods. Let’s take the step now to provide Santa Clara 
County with the flood protection we need. 

Vote YES on Measure A for basic flood protection. 

Arthur T. Pfeiffer, Chairman, Board of Directors, Santa Clara Valley Water District 

John E. Neece, Executive Secretary, Santa Clara, San Benito and Santa Cruz 

Counties, Building and Construction Trades Council 

Barbara F. Winckler, Mayor, City of Monte Sereno 

Robert L. Escobar, Santa Clara County Planning Commissioner 

Ronald R. James, President and Chief Executive Officer, San Jose Chamber of 

Commerce 
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DONALD M. RAINS 

CLERK/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
TELEPHONE 20Q--432I 


May 20, 1982 


Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5750 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, California 95118 

JUNE 8, 1982 SPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION 

Gentlepersons: 

At the meeting of May 11, 1982, the Board of Supervisors 
adopted a resolution consolidating special district election of 
the Santa -Clara Valley Water District with the primary election 
to be held June 8, 1982, 

A certified copy of the resolution is attached for your 
information and files. This office will notify the proper 
departments of the Board's action. 

Cordially, 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


By: 


DMRiam 
Attachment 


LD M. RAINS, CLERK 



DEPUTY CLERK 


cc: 


Registrar of Voters 
County Counsel 


RESOLUTION CONSOLIDATING SPECIAL DISTRICT 
ELECTION OF THE SANTA CLARA. VALLEY WATER 
DISTRICT WITH THE PRIMARY FLECTION TO BE 
HELD JUNE 8, 198 2 __ 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District has ordered an election be held on Tuesday, 

June 8, 1982, and has requested the Board of Supervisors of 
Santa Clara County to order the consolidation of said election 
with the State of California Primary Election to be held in 
the State of California and in the County on Tuesday, June 8, 
1982 . 

NOW,- THFPEFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Santa Clara County, as follows: 

1. The special district election to be held in the 
District on Tuesday, June 8, 1982, at which there shall be 
submitted to the qualified electors of District the following 
proposition to wit: 

PROPOSITION: 

Shall the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District continue benefit assessments 
to maintain existing works and provide 
flood protection? 

shall be and the same is hereby ordered to be, consolidated 
with the State of California Primary Flection to be held 
throughout the State of California, on Tuesday, June 8, 1982. 

2. The returns of said special district election shall 
be canvassed by the Registrar of Voters and said special 
district election and said primary election shall be held in 
all respects as though there were only one election. Said 
proposition hereinabove set forth shall be set forth in each 
form of ballot to be used at said election insofar as the same 
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is held within the District. The returns of said special 
district election, when canvassed, shall be reported by the 
Registrar of Voters ‘of the County to the Board of Directors 
of District. 

3. The Registrar of Voters is hereby ordered and .directed 
to provide within the ’District the election precincts, polling 
places and. voting booths for each of said elections so consoli¬ 
dated, which in each case shall be the same, and there shall be 
only one set of election officers in each of said precincts. 

The Registrar of Voters is hereby further ordered and directed 
to print upon each.of the ballots to be used at said consoli¬ 
dated special district election and primary election said 
proposition hereinabove set forth. The Registrar of Voters is 
further ordered and directed (i) to set forth on all sample 
ballots relating to said consolidated election, to be mailed to 
the qualified electors of the District, said proposition herein¬ 
above set forth and to mail with said sample ballots to said 
electors printed copies of arguments {if any) for and against 
said proposition, and (ii) to provide absent voter ballots for 
said primary election and said special district election consoli¬ 
dated therewith for use by the qualified electors of the District 
who may be entitled thereto, in the manner provided by law. The 
Registrar of Voters is further authorized to charge the District 

■f 

the additional expense of printing upon the sample and official 
ballots for use in the District said proposition hereinabove 
set forth to be submitted to the qualified electors of the 
District at said consolidated elections, and such other incidental 
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expenses as may be incurred by reason of the consolidation. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Santa Clara, State of California, on 

* ■ '■ - ■ ■ i n ii i 

by the follov/ing vote: 


AYES: 
NOES : 


Supervisors (jOPQREH, 

Supervisors 


©AW. W?t50« 


ABSENT: Supervisors 


cJONE 


r , j / 

__ 7 ■#- --«* jki&t'- 

Chairperson'/Board of Supervisors 

SuWMMS MM 1 h 


ZvV,/- 



APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

A ' " 

■'R©BER'I\ T. OWENS 
Deputy County Counsel 
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iHt FOREGOING INSTRUMENT 15 A 
CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL 
ATTEST: DONALD M. RAINS 
CLERK, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

by j2u <dAUd. ~?77/7Jt 

DepMty Clerk 
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